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EXECUTIVE SJP24ARY

roe project manager in the Department of Defense has been character-

ized at the Defense Systems Management School as fitting into the Depart-

ment of Defense organizational hierarchy within one of the Military De-

partments. The integrative role of Defense Agencies would appear to

make it feasible to use project managers within these agencies as well

as •Alitary Departments. The purpose of this study is to investigage the

rationale for establisning project managers at Defense Agencies through

identifying such project managers, identifying reasons for and against

establishing such mianagers within Defense Agencies rather than ,Lilitary

Depart:2ents and identifying problemis encountered with this approach.

The study was undertaken with two assui;iotions: that project -ianagers

for •ajor defense syste:.s are chartered or otuer *se clearly designated;

and tnat the nutber of major program : 4anagers at Defense Agencies is suf-

ficiently larze to warrant charactez'ization of mnoject :management at tnat

level in ter:%s of their characteristic .ode of operation, proble::s en-

counter',d and types of successes and failures.

No researc, addressinF the feasibility of c:ýarterinr project •anagers

for major deferise systets at Defense Agencies could. be located.

* A searcn t r-.r t.e Defense DocuniWntation tene.ar and Defense cystems

i:anageienL Scriou)l Records as well as liaison with the office of the Secx'e-

tary of Defeniie, ti.e Defense Intelligence Aýgency, Defense Nuclear Agency,

National security ..ency and Defense Cca.uanications Agency iientified

11-A-



only ene project manager for a major deft ase system who was not located

within a Military Department: The Defense Satellite Communtcations Program

Phase II Projoct Manager at th6 Defense Communications Agency. He inte-

* grates the efforts of an Army project manager for the earth terminal sub-

system and an Air Force project manager for the space subsystem, and is

"chartered by the Deputy Secretary of Defense. While project management

is practiced at Defense Agencies, it is characteristically done without a

foraial charter. Major systemis acquisition responsibility is assigned by

Defense Agencies to a project manager in one of the Military Departments.

Rationale for c..artering a project manager at a Defense Agency may be

grouped into Lae following categories: (1) A oroject manager at an Agency

has a broader view; (2) A project manager at an Agency has fewer procedu-

ral hurdles between himself and office of the Secretary of Defense decision

makers; ani (3) Ap~oint.7,ent of a project manager for a project whicn is

an inherent responsibility of an Agency within that Agency avoids frag.nent-

ing management responsibilities.

Rationale for reqiuiring all project managers to be witsin :.ilitary De.-

partinents Tay be groiped into the following categories: (1) Appointing

project managers wi-hin Defense Agencies is likely to result in fail

utilize tie st~ ct're and expertise in syste.-.s acquisition g:-ined by

Military D.part.:renLs; and (2) Streamlined coordination channels can re-

*• sult in inco'nplete coordination.

Based on the sa:nJle size of one Defense Agency project ianager, the

Defenso Satellite Co.. unications erosra:r. Phase iI .reject :§•nager at the

Ii' iv



Defense Cocmunications Agency. probleris may be grouped as follows:

(1) Cost growth; (2) Schedule slip; (3) Technical perfornance; and

(4) Political. The cost, scheduale and technical performiance problems

generally originated in the subsystei' projects being managed by Y-ilitary

Departmnent project managers, and are therefore independent of the level

,," of the project nanager. It is also likely that the political problems

would have been encountered regardless of the level of the project r:anager

within the DoD organizational hierarchy.

This study has snowrn that: (1) Charuered project trianagers for ±.ajor

defense systea.s are al:.ost exclusively located at :idlitary Depart:-ent level;

(2) T.hat a project. .anager sould be ol..ced at a Defense Agency only if

his function directly overlaps týýe Agency's function and managexrent frag-

nentation and/or service rivalry twold rs ilt fro:ýi his establismn,'i: witn-

in a yniiitary D32irtvent; ani (3) The n'L=aer of ilentifiahle a:•jor de-

fense sys'em pro'ra,!. managers at Defense Arencies is not sufficiently large

to warrant c aracteriýat.ion of 'Droject mana:,genent at Defe -.se Agency level.

U



CTLinG PaRtJEal FAAGR Wlib Ie THI DCtEF

Defns SysPo trms Managem!ent Scurse

S. by

Gaitý:er E. !3riggs

LTC USA

vi



ACK~O'4LEDTGr-E;-NT5

an ithout the assistance of the Defense Systems Management School staff

and faculty, particularly Mr Cullin. Dr Mosier and CDR Grant; tne Defense

Communications Agency staff, particularly COL Feifer, ,ir Ryan and MAJ

Matthews; and key personnel in th3 Office of the Secretary of Defense

and Defense Agencies to whom non-attribution was promised; this study would

not have been possible. Their assistance is greatly appreciated.

i

i,

I' -

a '

J i



Contents

Executive Sunrrary . . . . . . ... .i

Acknowledgements .. . .. ... . . . . . . ... vii

Introduction . . . . . . . . . . 1

Identifying Project Managers 41thin Defense Agencies . . . . . . . .. 5

Rationale for Ciartering Project MNanagers at Defense Agencies .... 8

Defense Agency ?roject ":anagement Oroblems . . . . . . .... 13

Surx.ary and Conclusions . . . . . . . . . . ... 15

Annotated •iblio~raohy . ....................... 17

V

, • .ild~•" .viii



CHARTERING PROJECT MANAGExti AITAIN' DEFENSE

AGELZIES RAT3.ýE THAN M4ILITARY DEPAR'MENTS:

WHIY AND N-Y OT

Intro2-l-2ction

The characterization of a project mnanager in tne Department of Defense

presented to pro.-ra.a managem~ent course .?4-1 by tine staff arid fac,,:ty of the

Defense Systerms :anageient School ria3 bean one of a -,iilit,-ry of ficar within

one of the three ilitary Departiients with policies and procedares varying

a.ýaong triese Departmrents. 7ne Depart,ýent of Defense has increasin-iy ceri-

tralized qontrol aind enlarged the staff resoonsive to trie Office o:f t-e

Secretary of Defense since Secretary 'Ic:'a.:.ara. Concentration of integra-

tive, effort at a level rescoonsive lirectly to ODjD rather tz~an t:ojnser-

vice secretiaries hnas resuýiL'ýd in~ e-aiiaýto fns encies Zý:n'J nuI-

;r.i",xOus ot o(r ,r~iolmr Wý.ose ch.ain of coiaizi eiL.I,'r directly to *-::e Office

of thne 2ecx'etary o' Defce:i--e )r t roarri h Join*. I et's o-' -3taff to t..a

office of' t'-Ii 3cretary oC ee;t W'ittIOLII supervision 'ýy ilitary Dapa~rt-

..ý.ent H.eaiqnamrters. 'ne roles of t iese ai ncies are to in'ei:rate efforts

of tnec i'litary i'. t~t ni all ot"er>jar ynl oý' Djoense actiii1i-s

it, a pal tic I 1 f .r~ctio~nsl ~irea :wr 'L`: ac~c ' of prmŽd of

of~eno: . I int e~ tic:Isc ; ;: ~eAeies I 1'

pear to *aeuse o:' proj..'ct a-rnage.:k-nt lec .niq(,es anin appAntraert of project

marcalers with"In tm'osa agencies corl~lof. ":iis leai~s ono to consilier *)e



possibility of' a n .mber of project mrnargers w,-o are not subject to the

* policies and procedures of any of tl-e individual services, ind seek a basis

for co.ziparing thýext to their counterparts within 'Alitary Departo.ents.

- "he purpose of this study is to investigate the rationale used for

astablis.-ing project -anagers at Defense Agencieu rat-Aer than witriin

;M.ilitary Depart::Lents.

In order to answer this question, t..ree-specific tasks were undertalken:

(1) Identification of project managers at Defense Agencies; (2) Identifi-

cation of reasons for and against establishin- s,-ch, m~anagers wit'-,in Defense

AgIencies rat:-,er t.-an within M-ilitary De'aart~m--nts; arid (3) I-icritificatiori

of probloas tenco-antered by t-ese Defense Age-icy project :%anagers.

Key termns -ased 'n z.his stý-ýy are defincd -is follows:

Defense ý!,ny *n 3ý'ency w ich reý zarts to t-he Joint C:AK' s of "taff

or C'ffice of' .3crotrtry 3f D,ýfese. :~~.':~ ire 'L.'-De

catlixns Age.-,.-,, Dtufe:aseý 3u.ilply AL~ency nJ. Nýt~nec a'ity AVency.

;.:iiL~yD~i rt.'t: Phno .3 .Xr.ay. ' 3 Navy or ~JAir --orce.

4 ~~~Project M~r:A ;-)rsorn w:io is aisi- gn.} I A-t.iorty ~nd reýnw: i.

- ~ity for' iri ejra*.ii)n o:' t:.e rt~snurces, c.e.e an i iI1 rfr:no

of1 a . Lj o r pr oJ >c t,, s r, ) )r D ra Chis t ,4r.. As u:.oJ LO rutjfr to

officials w *o~e ti-ie i.-,,y a :);:'0:ra-i .,n 1,er, cyste.-i :m'o ra:!' Office

Jirtucror or a *,i:~~2le as I .s t:iose .. s , . i iIsi

project manat,,ur. e.o~ rifa or ~'.~ hc

axc~eoJ '1) -. illion ioliArs in &9'ccts 2C.).iliion Jollrs in
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production costs o0r otherwise meets the criteria for a major program as

defined by DoD Directive 5000.1 (i::0j

The study was undertaken with two astumptions: (1) that project

managers for major defense systems are chartered or otherwise clearly

designated; and (2) that the numter of major program managers at Defense

Agencies is sufficiently large to warrant c laracterization of project

management at Defense Agency level vers ' iLilitary Department level in

terms of their characteristic mode of vperation, problems encountered

and types of successes and failures.

Metnodology used was as follows: (1) The Defense nocunentation

Center was queried for doc uents pertaining to project :,anag-rs at Defense

Agencies or other activities at the level of ths Joint Cniefs of Staff or

office of the Secretary of Defense; (2) Officials at the Office of the

Secretary C Defense were queried concerning project managers in Defense

Agencies; (3) Officials at t'!e Defense Intelligence Agency, Defense 3op-

ply Agency, Defense N•,clelir Agency and Na tional Security Agency were queried

"concerning project tianagers in Defense Agencies; (4) Detailed discussions

were held vrith officials -t the Defense Communications Agency concerning

project nanagefrent within the Agency; (5) Officials at tLe Office o. t e

.Zecretary o' DJVelhrse, Departaulnt o? t..e Ar.,y, Chief of Staff of t.e ',r

yuCe, .Ar _" • '1 2o..sidl a' iL .. i o'c -or c e...s :o. .. 01 were q~erie un

a non-attribution basis concerning the effectiveness of Defense Agency

project a nageir.ent. 4

1' h is n-ot:l i j will be used t r-,ugnout t.,is Rt, Report for sourc'es

C quota ¶1t ml n or r7) f ce f i.t . i s cst
Sin t e u•la-rs' ,. " :ecmnd n'u:er iP W.e '-3 in t, e

-(3reference.



Ibis study is organized as follows: Chanter Two provides th-e results

of efforts to identify project 7anagers in Defense Agencies: Chapter Three
presents rationale for chartering project managers at Defense Agencies.

Chapter Four treats problems whL-ich have arisen in the project identified

in Chapter 'Two. Chapter Five suiimarizes findings and conclusions.

"Training in project zanagership has been provided by the Defense

Systens : ranage.nt School fac:,lty at Defense Agency level (Co:aander Ed

Grant - National Security Agency). Records of chartered progran, managers

are maintained by the Defense SysteLis Xanage,;Ient School staff. No research

addressing the feasibility of clartering project manarers for major defense

systems at Defense Agencies could be located from any source.



CHiAPC! T-io

IDENTIFYING PROJECT K-%NAGý;AS ,•Sn1 13E AGENCIES

A search through Defense Documenti.Iin -enter d~ta records revealed

no charters for Defense Agency project mnq rs.

Telephonic contact with the Office if ¶ S .ecretary of Defense pro-

vided the following information: (1) AIL o0,4 t.-.e basic mission of

each Defense Agency places it in an Inte -".x-I-.,e role, virtually every major

program has been assigned by the Agencles ' one of the 'Alitary Departments.

(2) Defense Agencies thei.selves are i! Z rest position to describe

their project management actions. (3) .-m :tffice of the Secretary of

Defense looks to the Defense Syste.-s ono--*nt -el as a repository

of records and data on locations and rine: :-.s of project managers.

Telephonic contact with the Defense ::. .ellUgnce Agency, Defense Iuclear

Agency and-• :*ationa! Sec-irity Age-icy 3 following: (1) None of

these Agencies had project mana[•ers w:. ý-;e . -j--• could be discussed

witliout special access secrity ..eas x•s. 2..) ajor projects were pursued

wit>iin the :.uthority of the Agency' (a >or-.-rpsartr.-nt of Defense

Directive assiinin5 the Agency rission, A C'"s, authority and responsi-

bility) ratner t::ai a specific charter "• ,Inli'.'viual project i:-naoer.

(3) In nearly every case, ilitary ,' r' . r ss.•ned specific

-• project. .an, (4....)--- oj•c •a o '.... resoonmibli' :; •. . .. tS. (4) ,o AMency

major defense syste:,, project mana-ir c° o iO''2Led"

Telephone contact wit-. the Dnfe-- ., -. 1y !.Ctcy in•icated tlat major
4.

projects are nor. -lly assioned to a n.'" '1 . r- th t ` project :.anager

* (5
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in that service coordinating total requirements and development of the

project throughout the Department of Defense with the staff of the Defense

Supply Agency monitoring his progress. No Agency major defense system

project manager could be identified.

The Defense Conrimunications Agency provided the following information:

(1) One project mantger is currently chartered within the Agency, the

Defense Satellite Connunications Program Phase II Project Manager. His

charter (2:all) was issued under the provisions of Department of Defense

Directive 5010.14 dated 1965 (3:all) and has not been updated since DoD

Directive 5000.1 superceded 5010.14 (Jul 71). The project .ianager named

in the charter has been replaced. The charter's language is considered

to be broad enough to negite a requirement for update. The project man-

ager's ch-in of command is as follows: Den,Žty Director, ?l-n- and Prorrans,

Defense Co ..ýiunications Agency; Director, Defense Comuiunications Agency;

Joint Cniefs of 5taff (Prbaary interface is with the Director, Coiniunications-

Electronics, J-6); and Office of the Secretary of Defense (P'ri.riary interface

is with the Director, felecozinunications Co.::;..n:i and C~ntrol Syste is,

formerly the Assistant Secretary of Defense, Telecoir,.,unications). T:,e

Searth ter:iinal susyste: of the )efense Satellite Com -nications :ystem

I. t Is tV;e resonr.si}ility of tne Ar.,iy 3atellite Co !.'.inications %-ency, ýr:•y

k.li':ctronics N-.r..nf , Xz y -.iteritd i .CD J., o-reraý.dnin unJer a proj ct

managtý.nent charter (4:all). The sp-ce sibsysten of the DSC3 is tne res-

ponsibility of t::e Spaý.ce arnd -dssle 3vste-:s Organization, Air Force .-yste.rs

Co .:,inJ, ooert ... .nJer A ProtraManafe.T.ent Airectiive (5:all).

(6)
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II•, !(2) Project managers for the Automatic Voice Nletwork (AUT.OVON) and Automatic

Digital Network (AUTODIN) were formerly chartered within the Agency, but these
i systems have moved past procur~ement into their operational phases. 111e

Agency has used its charter (6:all) as authority for its integrative role

in other defense system:s rather than issuing a separate charter for each

" individual who perfor.:is the functions of a project manager.

Inquiries throughout the Defense 3ystems Managenant School facutlty and

staff identified no major defense system project Dianagers outside Military

Depart-ients. T,-ere are several ekanaples on project managers in one :i'li-

"tary Department who develop and/or field a systeci in coordination with

Defenze Agencies and other Militiry Depart:jents witi- their c.ain of com.:and

througfi their service secretary, but no major syste."i project managers above

Military De-artment level.

.if.

(;,



CHAPTER TLREE

RATIONALE FOA CHARTERING PROJECT MANAGERS AT DEFENSE AT-CIES

Rationale for c.;artering a proJ.•ct manager at a Defense Agency may

be grouped into t~iree categories: (1) A project manager at an Agency

has a broader view; (2) A project manager at an Agency has fewer orocedural

hurdles between hi.;.self and Office of the Secretary oý Defense decision

* makers; and (3) Apopointment of a proyram manager for a project whicn is

an inherent responsihility of an Agency within that Agency avoids frag-

menting management responsibilities.

Rationale for requiring all project managers to be within Military

Departnents ra,, e gouped into two categories: (1) Aopointin- project

managers in Defense •gencies is likely to res,,lt in failure to utilize the

structure and expertise in syste -s acouŽisiti,.n gained by the Hilit-ry

DN rtments; and (2) 'trea.ilin-d coordinition chinnels can resilt in

incoi•plete coordination.

Proponents o" c..cortorin project .nanagers at Defense Agency leeli

point oUL Lae uroader view aL t..at level in terurs of planning and indif-

ference to interservice rivalry.

An exanple of t.-.is broider view of" plannin- is th' staff relatonship

of t e projact man- -r in t , Jefense Co;inic, tions .'encT :o t>:• .-t
CL,• pLvnacrs G'.- c,. illt 11'y •e!,;v'".;nts an- Defense Agencies have access

to and base litns on thie Joini Intelligence 2st.i:,ate for Planning (JIEP),

Joint L n--.iarge C i.ati;ve lrtelli,-cnce Doc,-.:n-n. (JULEID), Join*.',.

Range Strategic St.Ly (JL•s':), Joint Stra'e,,ic Obj-:ctives ?lanl (J:;P),



Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP) and Join. Research and Developent

Objectives Document (JRDOD). Based on these plans and documents, the

Defense CoI;WUuniCations Agency plans to provide for tne evolutionary de-

velopicnt and ivmprove.aent of the Defense Comn.unica::ions System (which

includes the Defense Satellite Communications 7ysteiL) within national and

Defense Departnen' objectives. This is planning which includes resources

of the three :illtary DepartmentS in the functional area of telecommunications.

Short ter.,- olaný:ing, essentially a dynai7.ic communications require.,ents

nzodel, is continuoasly in process based on day-to-day changes in user

telecomamnica-ions requirements. Subsysten/project plans covering a 0-5

year t.L~ae fra,.a ire ;.*,e backbone of near terei, Agency planning. These

s1bsystemr/proj-ct p. ns adlress a single orojezt or rel-ted groUp of

projects, considering funding, sched'Ale, responsibilities, etc. They are

normally ue.i fo-r A.inur teleco.,, ,inic•nazrs -,o• .jects as defined in D3oD

Directive 4630.1 (.;l). Lorg ter.! !)D.nning for teleco.,uniaatians rejuire-

ments satisfaction cir.inatEs in a .a-lti-vol"ae doeum:nt knomn as the

Defense Con-,iiicaticns ystea Plan w.vic•i aldresses .•linninc, £actors (f'iactuae,

objectives, etc), tPe present Defense Co-u.unications 7yster. (DC'), the future

DC',, required research and develoo;:%nt ani near ter:-, i;,'pro.e..ents. T_,e plan-

ning schIedu!P is i:; consonnance ziti. t ..Dep-rtan,.nt o- Defe:•se -1ai:jizi,

RX)C-. i rAi -eti ii y~e as ,.ell as t:-.e cycle for t e Joint 7Ainrs

cited above.

rile interaction -:etween planners Afor the DC" and the project manager

for the Defense Satell-e C:..:nications 2yste,. is continuous. Fhasin.:

4 9



of short tern req.irements utilizing .Le existing satellite system are

impacted by R•-D testing for the new P.-:ase II systeii. Near 'erra require-

aent satisfaction zust be -eared to i.,.proving systemri capability. Long

term and RID requirewents drive satellite system technical perfor•rance

reauirements as well as heint- driven by t:ae success of the program manager

in integrating cost, sc,:ed.ile, and technical performance of the system.

:his interaction is enhanced by both planning and project maragement

functions bci::g structared organizationally in the sa.Te directorate of the

Defense C,).rýuunications Agency.

Although the oroject .,,-,nago-r hiinself is normally a me:-er of one of

the ýIllitary Departiaents, .is position in z'..e Acency's struacture forces

him to treat inter-service rivalry with inlifference. In the case of t.ie

Defense Satellite Co.,.unications System projra.ý manager, he is a &Na'y 06.

and reports to an Air Force 07 who reports to an \r:.,y 08. in addition to

this organizational structure incentive, t'e project ranagcr raust depend

on funds being .;,&de available in :nore than one Kilitary Depxrtnent bdig,-t

without which his project cannot oossihly sacceed.

Despite ":'ocedures established writhin erich service to expedite coordi-

nation on proj-lct •.iaageif.ent Pcticns, --roject vana*es in :"ilitary Depnl't-

:.en,.s are d Illy re uiircd to b:'i•,f and cooriin' te s5ch qctions tro.I-"

.. ' s C-.•, -nd lC.".

ani deport:'.ent headquarters/service secretary lovel ,rioL' 'o coordinartion

at Office o' the 2ecretnrv of Defense lev!el. in c.:nfrast ahc ro.te -o thc

* office of -%:e Secretary of Defense for r projevz om'n. -er -it 'he Defe:ize

-. (10)



Communications Agency, for example, is through the Agency Director and

Joint Chiefs of Staff. It is recognized, however, that successful project

managers usually thoroughly coordinate their actions regardless of their

position in the organizational structure.

Defense Agencies have heen established at a level in the Department of

Defense organizational hierarchy which enhances their responsiveness to

the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Secretary of Defense. They have been assigned

integrative mission which normally require th3a to integrate a function in

all three .i'litary 'Depart..ents as well as oe.er Depart,'ient o' Defense

activities. If a project m-anager is chartered to manage one of these

functions, :,is resupnsibility and the responsibility of the Agency assigned

the function o';erlip. If the project manager is n.ot located within the

Agency's organizational structure, then ;e hierarc y in w ich he 4.s as-

signed :,st assu~ie resLonsibility for maragement of h.S function. 7his,

of course, lez.ds to both d!plication of effort between the progran ,nnagor's

hierarchy and tue Agency's hierarchy and fragments manage..en.. of the

function.

3ince nearly all tihe chirtered ranjor defense system project managers are

strictured .writhin the Military Duoartanents, i, wouLJ arnear theft the balk

of tie experience, exportise and proced-ires rerAired to insure good project

S.'•a:• e in the _.zart. * u.' 3fe: ;pto co:;e-rr'•teJ in th:e -r;itary

SDepartat~nts. To cý_arter a .r.ijor defense systen p.roject ,.nager in a Je-

fense A-ency would be to i:ý-pose his project on a ,iianagerient structure with,

au t est, a Tr,1?a lo;;er vo!,..;e of :'ajor sys - project maragerent. d-y-to-day

f
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basiness, and experience. It shoild be renernbered, ,owever, that Defense

Agency military personnel are drawn from :ilitary Departmeats and that a

portion of the expertise and experience of each M:ilitary Department is

therefore available to each Defense Agency.

The streamlined coordinaLion route fro., a Defense Agency to the Depart-

inent oi." Defense can counLer the advantage of expeditious processing with a

disadvantage of !by,-ssed expertise and c,.eck and balance procedures re-iuired

within ;'ilitary )eport:ments. 'i-ile t-Ie action may get to the Office of the

Secretary of Defense sooner for a decision from a Defense Agency, an impor-

tant point or conflict could well be missed w'•ic,2 wo Id hare '-een caugh'

in tr,.e >ilitary Depart.',ent review process.

The su-%,iation of this rationale appears to be tiiat a project nanager

should be placed at a Defense 4gency only if his f'nction directly over-

laps t"-- gency's f.incticn, ind nianace:"nt fra•,-entItion ar.d/or service

rivalry would result fro:- >.is establisih:ent WitZ:in - >ilitary De?•.rt.--nt.

Defense ASehcy Project .'anagers is. insure coipleteL coorlinati:n tc pre-

cdude problears wAich ..L-nt ot:.erwise go ýnientified unti! t:.eir rectification

is L•possible or extre,,ely difficLjIt.

r (12)



I' CHAPTE FOUIR

DEFENSE AGENJCY PRJECT MANAGE2N r PRO-MM2S

'ýsed on the sa-,ple si,:e of' one Defense Agenoýy project manager, the

Defense Satellite Co:Exnunications 3ysteam 7roject Marager at t-ie Defense

Comauinications Agency, problems rmay be grouped as follows: (1) cost

growth; (2) Schedale slip; (3) Technical Derforrmance; and4 (4i) Political.

-Addressing these proble:-is in rev~erse order, perhaips the political prolb-

leý-s enc-3untee-ed Iy the project were a,-.onp, tie first zrajor ones. ljý_rl!es

edere: 'Thfy can't the Decartir:ent of Defense lease the satellite service it

requires co~rwrercially? (hardening,, anti-jaia, control of earth ter inals,

special uoi~oes of operation); .Zhy can't teDepartýii'2n'. oft' Defense lease

satellites or satellite transponders and develop only earth terrminals?

(same as above) .*1hy can't. the Daoartiient of' Defense lease earth terminals

rather then buy Llierm? (sa:ie as abx'.e) %re wo fs'terir-ig iilitary co!..petiti.'za

with industry? (-resident 'Axo: "Te Defense .Satfllite ComnLnLnications

Prograi,, is uniqu~e ar-id vital to t-.e, nation"). -!,ýse poli~ ical proble:.s

w:muld hav'e proln-iblj beset ', .e orogr?.I. rof .'Jes 0' location o' t'.e

project A~anager in t-.,7 organizatiznal structLure.

-~TLchnic~al po-rf-xrv.ince of ts-ie iniiti-il q,\'3te:TI (3hase 1) was li.~i~ed f-y

t2Ie flu:ii'tr anI )i1!ly D-' availabl-l chri-ines, l:wreliability of e _rtVi

P117156 II Lae~i~ i.pr.)ý ed q .ality ar-0 -; li vailahility for a sý,Ort

Tiaj ~periol, but botri saLt.llites ev~ilyf~iloi. 'Pw. adlit!,Lrlal satellites,*frecently, 1 u~ncried after a Jelay for- in:eýý L.-a Lion of t.:.e ro:ýso)n faiv ,I.e

013)



failure of the first two satellites, are performing well. Sarth terminals

are being modified to improve reliability, ;xnd in some cases, replaced.

Technical perforirance of the earth ter,(inal and space subsystelqs are the

responsibility of project managers in the Army and Air 7orce, and cannot

be cited as totally the responsibility of the Defense Agency project

- manager.

Schedule slips have Leen attributed to technical performance probleins,

operational requirements, etc.

All tne above problens have probably impacted on cost growth. Cost

ceilings were changed by the Deputy Secretary of Defense in May 1970

(8:1), and may require further adji:stment.

(1.

Iik
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4 CHAPTER FIVE

(, SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
ýy&

Chartered Project :-anagers for :rAjor defense systems are al-.ost ex-

clusively located within the DoO organi.za lional structure at Military

Department le ,el.

While project ranageonent is practiced at Defense Agencies it is

characteristically done without a formal charter. >;jor svsteis acauisition

responsibility is assicned by Defense Agencies to a '.litary Departnent.

The one chartered project manager identified at a Defense Agency, the

Project a;nager for t.e Defense Satellite Co m:iunications Frograii., Phase II

at tne Defense Co.;i.mnications %gency has cogent reasons for his position

in the organizational stricture, and integrates the efforts of project

managers in two services who manage sabsyste.rs of the Defense Satellite

Cci!L.unications Wsteir.

The cost, so:.3 1ie, techrdcn.! perfor. inca nroble w:.s w 1ici: beset tne

rUefense Satelllte Co._,.,:nicnttions ?rograri are not the result, directly,

o- placin.- tie project ..ana7er at Defense %-eny lcvh-l, 3nfli ctn[Int le

compared with ott:er siilar project managers since there are none.

Tills study i- s ss own t!.-¾ t nroject .';-nugers in )efense '%,e-cies •re

diffic It to ilenri'y. ?jsearc:. to tic t`._ý dollirs cx-ende 1.v Defense

*_ Xencies to s:,i "ic P-oj, ets ,i t yieLi i,':ere'ýi , re -IP' s, w' 'A

S:•r .Thably re;uir': *• .. c :..nre det .i<•J, :c it. c'"! tntJ e`"'o:-t than wo. d

be possil•h wit. Defense 31ste.,,s *anage,,nent School manpower and. time

conrstrainls.

'I



This study has shown that the nunber of identifiable major d!ferse

Ssystem project managers at Defense Agencies is not sufficiently large to

warrant characterization of project :aanage~ment at Defense Agency level

versus Adlitary department level in terms of tneir char cteristic .-oie of

operation, iroblems encountered, and their wjoes of successes and failures.

The priggery use foreseen for this study is as background for Defense

Systems Management Scý,ool instructors in the early portion of the Overview

of Systems Acquisition Manage!ient coý:rse where the project ,!anager's po-

sition in the Military Departrent and Department o: Defense organizational

structure is addressed.

ilL



ANNOTATED '213LIOGRAPHY

1. Departmrent of Defense Directive 5000.1 , Acquisition of *Ma~or Defense
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